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PREFACE

" Pilot retention is a serious problem for the United States
Air Force. Pilots are separating faster than replacements can be
trained. The purpose of this pilot retention research proiect is
threefcla: 1) gather retention information from three Air
University schools (S0S. ACSC, AWC>: 2) develop conclusions as a
result of the survey findings; and 3) make recommendations on
possible solutions to the Air Force pilot retention problem.
Aralyzing the survey results. the authors found many perceptual
adifferences between the three schools.

This perceptual problem is the basis for this proiect. Since
the authors represent the top 20 percent of all Air Force majors
and come from completely different backgrounds, their
misconceived ideas could be representative of other Air Force
officers in similar positions. To check these *“gut" feelings.
the authors administered a survey to pilots in SOS class 87-E. to
the 88 ACSC class, ana to the 88 AWC class. This samplie size
represents the future leaders of the Air Force at three different
points in a career. The S0S5 students represent primarily the 5
to 1! yvear agroup. the ACSC students represent the mid-level
career officer. and the AWC students represent the immediate
future leaders of the Air Force with many proceeding directly
into influential leadership positions after graduation in May. -

Comparisons of the survey results between the three schools
foliow. Perceptual differences between all three schools exist
ard this project will expand upon these divergences.

This material is being submitted to the faculty of Websters
University in partial fulfiliment of the requirements for the
Maister of Arts cegree in Management for Major James W. Green.
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“insights into fomorrow”

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Port of our College mission is distribution of
the students” problem soiving products to
DOD sponsors and other interested agencies
to enhance insight into contemporary,
defense related issues. While the College kas
accepted this product as meeting ccademic
requirements for graduation, the views and
opinions expressed or implied are solely
those of the author and should not be
construed as carrying official sanction.

REPORT NUMBER s8s8-0915
AUTHOR(S) =roBerT B. FISK III, JAMES W. GREEN; WILLIAM D.

] WESSELMAN, MAJORS, USAF
Y ITLE iR vORCF PILOT RETENTION, 19088

. vurpose:  To identify perceptual differences between the threoe
celected groups {SO0S, ACSC, and AWC) of pilots and also identify
the leading dissatisfiers that cause an Air Force pilot to sclect
cearation instead of a full Air Force career.

Craplem: Retention of pilots in the United States Air Force
v low and the future 1ooks like it will not get better.

ot o retontion 1s g most serious problem for the Air Force.

Sor e comnanies prefer the military pilot because of his exten-
Loeonrodessional training, oxperience and discipline.  This reo-
aron o papey indlcates that the Alr Force is pushing the pilot
4 o the service more than the airlines are luring them out. In
s 7 il lars and conts, 1t costs approximately scoven million

el Tt oar oy T lly o qualified F-15 nilot in the air. If thoe
: Do ol Keep utt over tyo of these separating pilots,

Tonarethra s s TG Wt the money saved. In a time «f

S, Phirs orreblom bBocomoes oven more ovidont,
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CONTINUED

{11. Discussion: The career intentions of the officers surveyed
soint out several perceptual differences. The futurec senior
lenders of the Air Force clearly have different views of what is
important in their career decisions. The promotion system is very
important to the AWC pilot along with pay and allowances. The

S0S pilot never mentioned the promotion system in a positive vein
ind listed pay and allowances as only a third factor. ACSC and
S0S listed leadership and supervision at and above the unit level,
1s a negative factor.

Our survey results did in fact indicate that leadership and
supervision was a problem area. Many felt their supervisors sel-
dom gave them feedback of any kind while the quality of leadership
at the unit commander level and above varied from ratings of eoxX-
ellent to below average. A large percentage of officers felt
the senior leadership was more concerned with advancing their own
carcers than with mission accomplishments.

Job factors have a direct effect on the pilot's decision to
remain on active duty or separate. The importance of job factors
cannot be over estimated. Perceptual differences appeared again.
While less than half of the AWC pilots were dissatisfied with
thelr additional duties, a substantially larger 90% of the S0S
rilots were dissatisfied. One common arca among all surveyed was
that the longth of the duty day was too lonqa.

Some other factors discussed include: the promotion system

and family considerations. ACSC and S0OS pilots revealed a scrious

ik of confidence in the Air Force's current promotion system,
s AWC took the opposite viewpoint. While all three schools
felt advanced academic deqgrees, additional duties and PME were
mijor factors in determining an officer's promotion success, a
much different perspective is evident when they were asked to
dntermine the importance leadership and primary duties play in
Dromotion determination. The family considerations portion also
revealed some divergent views. ACSC and 5S0S di4d not demonstrate
overwhoelming family satisfaction with military l1ife.  PCS moves
vere found to have a devastating eoffect on family hardships with
disruption of life and economic factors most prevalent.,

Conclusions and Recommendaticons:  Rotlh 505 ant ACSC pilots

voro dissatisiied with the Toadiershin md superyvision ot and above
Pl ange Tovel, Current o Tatare Al Foveo onitaor Toeaders (AWC

AT silots) Tovrly be Livve that noay and gl lowanees gre g major roeo

S son wny ool Lo o oare sonaratin, ewever, thioo iy indicatos
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R — CONTINUED —

N
o
ct} on the promotion system were very significant. AWC viewed the
ﬁaj promotion system as a beneficial system and a motivator to remain
o on active duty, whereas SOS pilots viewed it as a detractor and
\ attributed it as a factor to separate from the Air Force early.
N The amount of non-flying additional duties was a major irritant
\:ﬁ to the S0S and ACSC pilots. Also, almost one quarter of the SO0S
;:: pilots were dissatisfied with their jobs.
y
h;‘ Senior leaders must realize that pay is not the only solution
to a very real problem. The authors believe the senior leaders

- should initiate studies to follow up on the points made in this
oo research paper. A large group study would indicate if these per-
'ﬁﬂ: ceptions are indeed accurate Air Force wide. They should then
e take steps to educate every rated officer in a position of com-
e mand and those that will be commanding in the near future (in-

residence PME officers) on why the junior pilot is separating.

gg. Only then will we see the trend of pilots separating reverse.
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" Chapter One

V)

s INTRODUCTION
o BACKGROUND OF THE PROBLEM

] In 1985 all pilot hiring records were broken - over

NG 11.C00 airline pilots were hired! Duiring 1986 the

e momentum continued with over 10,500 openings for

ffj oilots. the second best year ever! 1987 looks equally

O good...l!988 will be more of the same. What about the
b future? The ten year forecas* calls for 42,000 to

Qq 52.000 new pilots. The demand is up and the supply is

e declinina (3:1).

_fo Piiot retention is a serious problem for the Air Force.

N Airline companies prefer the military pilot because of his

- extensive professional training, experience. and discipline (3:2).
( Many pilots separating from the Air Force are joinina the
O airlines, and the authors’ research indicates the Alr Force is
Tl pushing pilots out of the service more than the airlires are
b luring them out.
b
51 SIGNIFICANCE OF THE PROBLEM
D
Y The Air Force loss is two-fold with every separatina pilot.
.- First. valuable experience is lost affecting combat capability.
ni Secona. losing these pilots can be measured in dollars. It costs
:a approximately seven million dollars to put a fully mission-ready
.r F-15 pilot in the air (6:1). Other weapon systems costs are
k- comparable (6:1). If the Air Force could keep Jjust three of these
,gg separatina pilots, it could purchase another F-16 (7:1).
P, PREV STUD]
>

-E, The Air Force has periodically been concerned with piiot
k- retention since the mid-1970s. This corresponds to when the

N sirlines first started hiring at a faster than normal rate. With
A each maior airline hiring., surge retention studies were undertaxken
y:. to dgetermine corrective measures. Table 1 on the following page
o aispiays the past 2 years of Air Force pilot retention rates
o. (Z:12: 5:20.
X .:':.
L7 L
8 1
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N
.? ? FISCAL YEAR PILOT RETENTION RATES
{
:\t 1976 50.6%
X 1077 47 .9%
b 1978 39.6%
?}3. 1979 26.0%
b 1980 42.0%
,;) 1981 54.0%
s 1982 68.0%
:\?\ 1983 78.0%
:& 1984 72.0%
L 1985 59.0%
e 1986 56.0%
B 1987 48.0%
o
A Table 1. Pilot Retention Rates
oqi?
R
o . The current surge in airline hiring is not characteristic of
;uj. previous periods. This hiring boom started in 1985 and is
SON expected to continue Into the mid-1990s. Airlines are only able
jqj to hire about half the military resources they would like, and are
:}; starting their own "airline colleges" (1:83>. Because this period
A is different. the authors are only going to address the latest
f ¢ pilot retention study completed by AFMPC in January. 1987.
o>
SN
. jﬁ The basis of this study is the Officer Retention Survey, USAF
1:3: SCN 87-03, which was administered to 6.612 pilots with 4,230
A responding.
]
D) [{The results werel briefed to Lt Gen Hickey, DCS
N Personnel, and to the USAF Retention Symposium in
-?; February 1987. In March 1987, Gen Welch called tor a
}f:, Pilot Retention Workshop to be convened at the Pentagon.
‘iﬂﬁ The survey data {was) briefed to this workshop . . . .
fatJ Between June 1987 anc September 1987. the survey results
" were briefed to the commanders and staffs of ATC. MAC.
<a-, SAC. PACAF., and USAFE. Air Force leadership is indeed
3Q- concerned about pilot retention . ., . (5:1),
:;ﬁ' This survey was very successful. It told the Air Force
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leadership why today’s pilots are separating, and already the Air
A Force is studying steps to alleviate the problems (2:12).
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OBJECTIVES OF THIS STUDRY

o The asuthors of this research project wi!l show that a
-” nercept on proplem exists between why pllots are separatira and
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,f%‘ wny the tuture senior ieadership of the Air Force thinks pilots

are separatina. This objective will be accomplished throuan an

. analysis of a survey administered by the authors to 50S Class
A 8. -E. tne ACSC class of 1988. and the AWC class of 1988. The
;f: survey 15 essentially the same survey administered to Air Force
S pilots in January (987,

NN
. ASSUMPTI
N ONS AND LIMITATIONS
e Assumptions
o~
.}:ﬁ The survey results of pilots in the 5-11 year group compared
’ favorably toc the survey results of the S0S class. Because of this
e similarity, the authors will use the SOS survey results and will
ey assume they are representative of the Air Force pilot population
AN in the 5-11 year group.

.r-_’.

7?} The authors assume the ACSC pilot responses are representative

e of the intermediate future leadership of the Air Force because of
f.q the selection criteria to attend ACSC in residence (top 20 percent
:i: of the majors in the Air Force) (4:23).

,Kif The authors assume the AWC pilot responses are representative
?f' of the immediate future leadership of the Air Force because of the
. selection criteria to attend AWC in-residence (top 10 percent of

{ the )ieutenant colonels and at least one below-the-zone promotion
A for colonels> (4:23),

" Limitations
.-::f
e The sample size of the surveys administered by the authors is
;) substantially smaller than that administered by the Air Force due
o to the relatively small size of each class surveyed. Because of
oy this small size. no attempt is made to present valldated
‘}{ statistical data in comparison to the Air Force survey conducted
,J-:'.- DY AFMPC.
gt
, .-' SURVEY PQPULATION. DEMOGRAPHICS

k%ﬂ Population
ﬁ;? The popuiation of the Air Force survey conducted by AFMPC
" included all pilots, regardless of year groups. The survey
ol conducted by the authors included pilots who are students in SOS.
y ACSC and AWC. Air Force survey results were analyzea by Total
s Active Federal Commissioned Service (TAFCS) year groups of less
o than 5 years. 5-7. B-11, more than 12 years and by total force.
f:i The authors’ survey results were analyzed by school. The Air
¢
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Force analysis conducted by AFMPC is based on 4,230 responses
while the authors” analysis is based on 120 S0S. 103 ACSC. and 57
AWC responses.

Demographics -- Authors' Survey Participants

Eiahty-eiaht percent ot the AWC pilots are lieutenant
coloneis. 90 percent of the ACSC pilots are majors. and 90 percent
of the S0OS pilots are captains. Ninety-five percent of all
respondents were male. Elghty-three percent of S0S pilots haa
5-11 vears TAFCS., 90 percent of ACSC pilots had 11-i6 years TAFCS,
and 62 percent of AWC pilots had 16-20 years TAFCS. Command
identity was constant throughout ACSC and AWC with both schools
havinag about 25 percent MAC. 25 percent SAC. and 30 percent TAF
vackgrounds. ATC had a six percent representation at both
schools. Trhe remaining 14 percent was dispersed among the other
commands. Almost 30 percent of the S0S pilots had an ATC
background. Une jnteresting note was that SAC bomber pilots
enioyed almost a 2 to 1 advantage over tanker pilots in AWC and
ACSC. However., in S0S the percentages were unitorm.

Ninetv-six percent of the ACSC and AWC piiots were married.
compared to only 78 percent of S0S pilots. The average ACSC and
AWC pilot had two children and the average S0OS pilot had no
children. Over 50 percent of the ACSC and AWC pilots were
commissioned throuah the ROTC program. SO0S pilots received their
commissions at a fairly equal rate from USAFA, ROTC. and OTS.
Ninety percent of AWC pilots had a masters degree. This compares
to 78 percent for ACSC and 21 percent for SO0S.

For the purpose of analysis. it should be noted that the S0S
piiot :3 younger. has little or no family equating to less ties,
and no substantia! service commitment for attenaing PME
in-res;dence. Also. he has less than 11 years TAFCS which
coincides with the Air Force population experiencing the heaviest
piiot losses.

in the next chapter, the authors present a detailed analysis
of the officers’ career intentions and the sianificant perceptual
aifferences which exist. The authors feel these differences are
not oniy important but possibliy are some of the underivina issues
responsiple for the current pilot retention proplem.
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Chapter Two

CAREER INTENTICNS

The career intentions of the officers surveyed are important
and will set the stage for the remainder of this research

proiect. 3S0S pilots are ciearly the force which is most
consiger:nqg separation, Jiust as the pilots with 5-11 vears TAFCS
were in the Air Force-wide survey.

This chapter will analyze

signiticant areas pertaining to perceptual differences concerning
career intentions ot pilots

in each school.
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Initial Career Intentions

22.8

toinina the Air Force, 68.5 percent of AWC pilots.
ACSC piliots.,
itended to mawe the Air Force a career.
the scale.

and 76.3 percent of S0S pilots
Surprising . v. on the
percent of AWC pilots a:d not intend

Force a career when they first entered active

1
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. 3 compares to 9.6 percent for ACSC and 8.8 vercent for
»r1aure
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Figure 2. Present Career Intentions

Current career intentions paint a completeiy different
picture. O0Of the AWC pilots who have not already complieted 20
vears actlive service, 90 percent will defjnitely remain In the
Air Force. This compares with 89 percent of the plilots from
ACSC., while only 26 percent of the S0S pilots will propably
remain in the Air Force. Additionally. 27 percent ot the SOS
pilots are leaning toward staying In the Alr Force for 20 years,
put are not sure at this point in time. Furthermore. six percent
of ACSC pilots and 46 percent of SOS piiots indicated they would
definitely not make the Air Force a career. See fiaure 2.

Piiots who indicated they would remain on active duty were
given 1% responses (Appendix:A-4,A-5) to prioritize as the
reasons which most influenced them to stay on active duty.

Listed beiow by school are the top five reasons they selected tor
remaining in the Air Force.

AWC

Challenging Air Force job.
Security of Air Force life.
Promotion System.

Opportunity to serve my country.
Travel and new experiences.

b WK —
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v

e ACSC
R 1. <Chaillenging Air Force job.

X 2. Retirement benefits.

x. 3. Opportunity to serve my country.

N 4. Institutional benefits (medical and dental, BX. etc.).
" 5. Security of Air Force life.

)
N S0S
e 1. Challenging Air Force job.

~ 2. Opportunity to serve my country.

o 3. Security of Air Force life.

‘ 4. Opportunity to make changes which improve my job.

o 5. Retirement benefits.
;¢: Two areas of signiflicant perceptual difference between S0S
T~ and AWC pilots surfaced in these lists. First, two-thirds of AWC
::: pllots listed the promotion system as their most Important choice
bl for remaining on active duty. This factor was not included by

_ S0S students in their selections. Second, almost one-third of
b7 the SOS pilots listed their desire to make changes to their job
'ﬂf or organization as their most lmportant reason for staving In the
e Air Force. Not one AWC officer l1isted this as one of his

;: reasons.

=

The pilots indicating they would separate from the Air Force
prior to 20 years TAFCS were asked to list the factors which most

\‘:\

e influenced them in thelr declsion to separate. AWC data was

}3 insufficient due to the small number of pilots separating before
- 20 vears TAFCS and therefore was not inciuded below. Answers for
s ACSC and S0S pilots are listed in priority:

D)

o ACSC

-

j) 1. Leadership and supervision above the unit level.

o 2. Famiiy separation.

e 3. Lack of opportunity to make changes to job/organization.
;H 4. The people.
h o 5. Pay and allowances.
R
&:g SGS

‘ﬁi
’:; 1 Leacership and supervision at the unlit level.

. A Little say in future assignments.

!;. 3 Pay and allowances.
‘g 4 Working conditions (long hours, shift work. environmental
'aj conditions, etc.)’.
- 5. Leadership and supervision above the unit level.
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Dissatictaction with leadership at and above the unit level
S opreviient In boin aroups. This neqative perceot ion coLcerninQ
2.0 Force rezxgersnip amona the pilots separating :1s a sian.ticant
tactor. AWC pilots do not perceive this problem as a ma or
icritant or factoer. Another factor which s not as impcertint as
AWC i . 2ts verceived is pay and aliowances. Ailthough [t 0. ma-e
tne top fLoue, U ald not itead the list in either scnoo!. Amona
HCS p.o's. the promotion system anc opportunity for advancemen:t
were | .sted as reasons for separastina. whereas these same tactors
e

were tre very reasons tor AWC piiots remaining. These oppos:na
evpcints netween the two schoois. althouah somewhat
wngersiinan.e. still itllustrate a sianiticant perception
)

vrogtenT. 1S oroblem can partially be corrected by educating
rhe SUS pllct on the merits of the promotion system ana o the
Lot oy uooamited opportunities for advancemerit.

)

ne e, owing comrar isons represent the remaininag siancticarnt
IrS wnger career ntentions:

3
+
I

Prlots whe separate ioin the airlines because ot 1S appead.

AWC ACSC 208
Laree 53% 44% 45%
Clsacaree 33% 45% 50%

rYersons. Lnterests and desires must taxke second piace to the
needs O0f tne Air Force.

AWC ACSC 505
Agree 43% 35% 8%
Jisaaree 38% 46% 33%

- Aviat.on Career incentive Pay s sufficient for the hardships
zescriatea with fiyina,

AWC ACSC $0s
Agare 17% 24% oC%
L.caaree 1% 67% 67%

A tnouan pay s not a mailor tacteor overal.,, this statistic

Tices [T glear that pilots dc not beiieve tney are paved encuagh
for the riacrous activities., reaguirements and |lona hours
associated with A1 Force flying.

Yooorts whn Feparitle o toin the airiines do sc because ot

P N

DlEe Lt mERrT o woth o the Lir Force.
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TV Wher o 3t el Wwnal apped . eq mesSt about 3 career wWitr the
( Sl inen : o percent of the AWC piiots, '3 percent of the
o DU L, anc L5 percent of the S0OS piicts responced that an
o aic ine oo tia not interest them. COut ot nine responses
ujx TvAL L i e, Lo vere tne overwhelmina maiority selectea £y the
~ remi o ita n..ote in all three schools:
s _‘.
v e ACSC sos
Y Py 52% 41% 47%
AR Wor- nrs 17% 21% 18%
.
s
o SUMMARY
The carecer intentions of the officers surveyed point out

"xj severi: perceptual differences. The future senior leaders of the
::: Eir torce cieariv have different views on what is important in
T the.r career decisions. First. the promotion system is very
&H important to pilots in AWC and was listed as one of the prime
Yy tactors which caused them to remain on active duty. This is

procaec.y due to the fact that the vast majority of AWC piiots
T nave peen selected to one rank or more below-the-promotion zone.
, It is 2 reguirement for a coionel or colone| selectee to be
y promoted ahead c¢f his contemporaries by at least one vear in
{ order for him to attena AWC in-residence. Conversely. not a
- single pilot in S0S listed the promotion system as a prime factor
{ for remaining on active duty. In fact, S0S pilots listed the
-55 promotion system as a negative factor and one of the top tive
?jc reasons for separating from the Air Force.
: .\_'l
;iﬁ Pay and allowances were much more important to the AWC pilot

*nan ejither the ACSC piiot or the S0S pilot. The S0S pilots who
indicated they would separate from the Air Force prior to
completion cf twenty vyears listed pay and alliowances as only the
third most .mportant factor. However., those who indicatea they

-
s
Yy
Y
«
B

A would pursue a career with the airlines. listea pay and work

:ﬂ nours s the two primary attractors to the airlines.

e

oo Leadership and supervision at and above the unit level was
3, cieariy identified as a negative factor for both ACSC and S0S
,;f- o;lots. 5US pilots were more concerned with the leadership at
- the unit level., whereas ACSC pilots were most dissatisfied with
o leadership above the unit ievel. As a result, Chapter Three is
o devoted to analyzing this factor in detail.

[ A

,; In Chapter Three. the perceptual differences and sianificant
:; proplems petween the three schools are even more noticeable. The
jxj zuthors also present current AWC. ACSC. and S0OS views on

s readershio and supervision in the Air Force.
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Chapter Three

LEADERSHIP AND SUPERVISION

This chapter will present AWC, ACSC and S0S responses to Six
gquest ions asked concerning thelr perceptions about togav s
leadersnip. The areas covered are as tollows: "1) feedback from
immediate supervisors about ob performance: 2) the gquality ot
leadership at the unit level: 3> the quality of leadership above
the unit level: 4> are immediate supervisors concerned with their
atticers’ career development: 5) is leadership at the unit level
more concerned with advancing their own career than with mission
accompl ishment: and 6) is leadership above the unit level more
concernea with their own career than mission accompl ishment"”
(Appendix:A-13.A-14). A more comprehensive gl impse of each
question(s) relating to the aspects of each leadership trait
aiscussed above is covered in the following pages of this
chapter.

Le SUPERUVISOR FEEDBAC
a5 ‘
35 ittt - ,
> mg,,w ;
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Figure X. Supervisor Feedback
e firnt question anasvzed askea: "How often are vou 1lver
teenr e from o your mmediate supervisor anout your oo
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NG Dertorranee?  (AppendlxiA-132. This gquestion dia not

o8 arttecent st petveern poS:tive and negative feeaback. A rarge
! vercent sqge of AW(, ACSC. and SO0S pilots all seemed to aaree that
,}~ teeabac~ ftorom their immediate supervisors concerninag their -or
?5 performance, (s sejdom f ever aiven. Forty-two percent ot the
g AWC ofticers incicate they se!dom receive feedback. whiie 35
:&; percent of tne ACSC and 40 percent of the SOS officers indicatec
" a seldom or never response to feedback from their immediate

», supervisor. QOverall., 39 percent of those surveyed disclosed a
P seldom or never response concerning feedback from their immediate
. . R
Sty supervisors. See Figure 3.
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Figure 4. Leadership Above Unit Level
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{f' Two questions were directed at "the perception ot unit

v leagership and the gquality of Air Force leadership above the unit
® ievel" (Appendix:A-13>. All three schools displayed the same

A rnerceptions regarding leadership at the unit level. Fifty-five
- percent ot all officers surveyed indicate they believe current
e ieadersnip ot the unit level s above average or better. 0On the
- - whole, the same nholds true tor opinions concerning quality of

<. ijeadership above the unit level.

o

o Leadersrip apove the unijit level |s above average or better.
‘N iccora.na to 49 and 48 percent of AWC and SOS students
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respect.:ve.y. However, ACSC officers indicateda a

totally aifferent perspective. Qnly 22 percent pelieve the
current qua!ity of leadership above the unit level is above
averaaqe or better. See Figure 4.
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Figure 5. Concern With Career Development

wWhen AWC. ACSC and S0OS officers were questioned if their
supervisors were concerned with their career development, most
responces were positlve., Sixty-elght percent of the AWC and 69
vercent of the S0S officers indicate they feel their supervisors
are indeed concerned with their people’'s career development.
Orce amaain however., ACSC perceptions differ from the other two
schools in response to this question. Only 49 percent of those
officers from ACSC adaree their supervisors are concerned with
their people’s career development. See Figure 5.

o




Aa A i DAl Sl ‘I B el e Rdae " B ", Yl Sal Ok T = A W T T W ‘n-r-rww

ADUAHCE CAREER US NISSION|
FPPREIIRDUANCE _CRAREER US NISSION

ATTITIVTTNYRLY |

TOHUVMMFHIT VS WETMDDO
D

Figure 6. Advance Career Versus Mission

The tinai two gquestions dealing with leadership and
supervision again centered con leadership at the unit level ana
leadership above the unit level. Officers were asked if they
felt their unit commander was more concerned with advancing his
career than with accomplishing the mission. Likewise. the same
question was asked about leadership above the unit level.
Approximately 33 percent from each school felt unit commanders
put their careers pbefore mlssion accomplishment. However. S5
percent of these pilots in ACSC and SOS who are departing the Air
Force indicate their commander is more concerned with his career
than the mission. With regard to leadership above the unit
level, all three schools reveal a definite increase with this
group being more concerned about advancing their own careers than
with accomp!ishing the mission (37 percent AWC, 70 percent ACSC.
and 58 percent S0OS). See Fiqure 6. Additionally. 70 percent of
those departina the Air Force support this perception of
leadership above the unit level.
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SUMMARY

The results of the AWC, ACSC. and SOS survey indicate
otficers lack confidence in our quality of leadership both at ana
above the unit level!. Many feel their supervisors seidom give
them feedback ct any kind while the quality of leadership at the
unit cocmmander level and above varies from excellent to below
average. The most perplexina propblem in the authors  opinion is
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tne 1ndication of extremely poor attitudes by the ACSC officers
reqgarqQina current leadership at the unit level and above.
Throughout the entire survey, ACSC officers indicated they are
. extreme!y dissatisfied with Air Force leadership. Additionaily,
results inaicate that one-third to three-fourths of the otficers

1N .

o peiieve leadership at the unit commander level and above is !
e cdefinitely more concerned with advancing their own careers than !
G w.thn missicon accomp!l ishment. Overall. this chapter indicates a

‘; yer, Serious negative perception about our senior leadership.

‘:{ Chapter Four examines job factors and the perceptual %
b aifferences existing between schools. Specitically, it wiil ;
*;f concentrate on leadership and supervision. adaitional duties. pay

B and allowances, feedback and recognition, length of the average

. workday ., aecgraphic stability, opportunity for personai growth

o ina aevelopment. retirement. and overall job satisfaction.
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. . ‘IO ~ ~
iﬁ I would reward pilots for being good pilots -- I would
g not pase a pilot s career and value on the additional
- auties and staff jobs he dces . . . .
. [ use to be dedicated to a career in the Air Force.
.- ! m DOSing (has an established date of separation)
S because of the following:
~./':_
o !. Too many managers and not enough leaders,
e 2. Too much paperwork and not enough flying.
'; 3. [ want to fly. not push a desk,
~ - 4. The assignment process [(expletive deletedl}. and
. 5. My wife and kids are tired of Daddy being gone.
! The spove two sStatements were taken from the written comments
] sectijon ot the survey. They were written by an S0S student
(” separating trom the Air Force.
i{ Jor tactors such as these play a critical role in a pilot’s
j{ gecision to remain on active duty or separate. The authors have
o araiycZed responses of the survey participants in respect to 29 .ob
o~ factors. This chapter presents the areas where definite
f“ perceptual cifferences and significant findings are noted between
;) tne 505 crass anc both AWC and ACSC.
-."n
o Satisfaction Rates
?;~ A.thcouan the majority from each school is satisfied with
N, ‘eagership ana supervision at the unit level, a significant
) ce centage trom each school (32 percent from ACSC and S0S. and 22
- vercent fcom AWC) also indicated dissatisfaction with our
xc? .eadersnip at the unit level.
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Figure

The amount

for pilots in the S0S class,

amount of required additional
AWC pilots. See Figure 7.

Amount of Non-Flying Addiitional

of non-flyina additional

Duties

duties [s a major

irritant

Over 87 percent are dissatisfied
compared to 55 percent from ACSC and 47 percent from AWC.

rorty-two percent of the S0S pilots are very dissatisfied with the
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o The amount of t.me +nese non-f.yinag aacitional duties consume
S e sianiticant . Aimost €9 percent of the AWC piiots spenc at
{ reast 0 percent ot trneir cuty day in the perfarmance of

b 7= non-tiv:ng adaitional auties. This compares to 47 percent from
ﬁﬁ ACSC and 31 percent trom SCS5. See Flaure 8.

:}j Beiow is an AWC written comment concerning addltionai duties.
- This comment was taxken from the survey and is one of many which

N cirectiy attacks the aaditional duty problem:

b .

‘O Never did I dream that adaditional dutles would eat [so

NN much of) my time and energy. In fact, so much went

o into addlitional duties that [ had an aircraft Incident.

o Poor supervision contributed too. . . . If there had
- been better supervision . . . [they would have knownl
how much I had worked that day and week.

- 88, PAY AHD ALLOUAHCES
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»
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. Figure 9. Pay and Allowances

PR
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Ma . or perceptuai Qifferences are also evident in the pavy and
ailowances cateacry. Only 36 percent of the AWC pilots and 39
percent ot tne ACSC pjlots are satisfiea with thelr pay and
aillowances. This compares to 69 percent of the S0S pilots. See
Fiaure 9.
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leadership above the unit
ACSC pilots

.

Quallity of Leadership Above Unit Level

Ha!f of the AWC and SOS pilots are satisfied with senior
level. while only one-quarter of the
indicated their satisfaction.
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y Thirty- two percent of the SOS pilots are dissatisfied with the
et amount ouf feedback and recognition they receive. This compares to
( 29 percent tor ACSC and coniy 14 percent for AWC. See Figure 11.
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Figure 12. Length of Average Duty Day
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The length of the average duty day is another major concern
for all pilots with S0OS significantly more discontent. The
percentages are 47 percent from AWC, 46 percent from ACSC. and 56
percent from S0S. Over 96 percent of the officers in all three
schools responded that their average duty day Is 10 hours or

ionger with the majority having between an 11 and 12 hour day.
See Fiaqure !2.
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GEOGRAPHIC STABILITY

ACSC

Figure 13.

Perceptual
stability.
the ACSC.
their geoagraphic stabllity.

di fferences also occur

Fifty-seven percent of the AWC pilots.
and 35 percent of the S0OS pilots are dissatisfled with
See Fiagure 13.
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- Twenty-nine percent of the S0OS pilots are disturbed with their
~ opportunity for personal growth and develiopment while ACSC and AWC
( reveal 16 percent and 12 percent respectively. See Fiaure 14,
';f
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T Figure 15. Overall Job Satisfaction
=
{
jj: Satisfaction with their overall job presented a large
‘; difference of opinion between the schools. Only three percent of
}q the AWC pilots express any disgssatisfaction with their Jobs while
"\ percentages sharply increase with ACSC at 12 percent and SUS
D) pilots at 23 percent. See Figure 15.
2. Levels of lmportance
}z The same factors are rated from., "“not at all important". to
?{ "extremelily important". Definlte perceptual differences occur in
" several areas.
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Figure 16. Promotion Opportunity

Promotion opportunity is rated very important or higher by 81
percent of AWC pilots, but only by 44 percent of the S0S pillots.
See Fiaqure 16.
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LGN Seventy-eight percent of AWC pilots place pay and allowances
Y] in the very important to extremely Important range. This compares
{ to 72 percent trom ACSC and 57 percent from SOS. See Figure 17.
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Figure 18. Retirement Programs

. The retlirement program is conslidered very important to
T extremely important by 79 percent of the AWC pilots. ACSC ana SOS
pilots are 83 percent and 50 percent respectively. See Figure 18.
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o
33' Fitfty-four percent of the AWC pilots feel the amount of
::. feedback and recognition is very important or extremely important.
L ACSC and S0S pilots indicate this is not as important to them with
t‘ . 42 percent and 33 percent respectively. See Figure 19.
X
RN SUMMARY
‘\}.
. .- Jop tactors have a direct affect on a pilot s decision to
s remain on active duty or separate. Their importance cannot be
;) over ectimated. The authors’ peiieve tuture Air Force leaders
N0 must know which iob factors cause the maior irritants to pilots
Ay considering separation.
N
NN As potnted out in Chapter Three. leadership and supervision at
b the unit level and above is a problem area. At the unit level,
._ cre-tnird of the ACSC ana 350S pilots are dissatisfied with
u}{ leadership. At levels above the unit. 40 percent of the S0S
:eé vilots and 52 percent of the ACSC pilots are dissatisfied.
xjx Surprisingly. 3C percent of the AWC pilots are also dissatisfied
“:: with leadership above the unit level. None of the three schools
RN hrave over a 50 percent satisfaction rate with leadership abcve the
L B unit rtevel,
e
) A maior cerceptuai ditference occurred between the AWC class
}g and the 3503 c¢lrass concerning the amount cf non-tivira adgitiona:
'y Auties. Less than hait nf the AWC pllots are dissat:sfiea uith
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the current load ot non-tlying additlional dut:es compared to 90
= percent of the SUS pilots. 0On the other ena of the sScale. over
( one-thicra of tne AWC piiots are satisfied with their adgitional
T duties: tnis compares to onily 6 percent tor S0S. Written comments

\jg frequernt. s point to additional duties as a real sore Spot amona
A the SUE piiots.

v Another very significant area where future senior leaders

\ aiffer in opinion with S0S pilots is pay and allowances. The

- maiori1ty ot all written comments from the AWC pilots mention pay
f:: as the way to correct the pilot retention problem. The

SRR statisticai analysis in this chapter aiso supports this senijior
:}: i leadership perception. The S0S pilots’ satisfaction rate is

- double that of AWC andgd ACSC concerning pay. Clearly, this is one

. of the most notiaole alifferences between the schools. The
- perception ot the future senjor leaders is that pay is far below

fi: an acceptabie level. but the S0S pilots., representative of the
RN 5-11 vear group, do not consider pay as being one of the major
e factcrs concerning separation from the Air Force.

x":-\'

; The lenath of the duty day is considered too lona by all

o survey participants (average over 10 hours). Non-fiying

S additiona! duties consume over half of the duty day. If methods
- are used to decrease the number of non-flying additional auties
performed by pilots. the length of the average duty day should
aiso decrease, therefore alleviating two major irritants with one
action.

a A comparison of the satisfaction rates of job factors and the
’ importance of each reveal perceptual differences. The most

'i; notabie of these are in feedback and cecognition. Almost
S cne-thira cf the ACSC and SOS pilots are dissatisfiea with the
A

schools piace much less importance in this area than dia AWC.

:)' amount of feedback and recognition they receive, but these same
-~ Over na:t the AWC pilots consider feedback and recognition very

. important or higher. vet only 13 percent are dissatisfied with the
<. amount they nave received over their careers.

S AWC ana ACSC pilots place a much higher level of importance on
® pay ana allowances and the retirement program than do S0OS pilots.
T ) Tne mirqin is almost 2-to-1 in both categories. This malor
perceptual adifference concerning pay is evident in each area pay

re IS addressed.

¥d ".
A How does your (05 as an Air Force pilot compare to the

) expectations you hela when vou entered undercgraduate pilot

A train:nag (UPT)? . . . It has turned out just as [ thought

S 1t wWOouU . Q. 1 enioy what | do and realize the Air Force hes

- (1S upsS and downs
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This comment is one of the very few positive remarks from the
SO0S pilots. This particular pilot is separating, but not for pav.
retirement. or because the airlines are pulling him out. He is
separating pbecause he feels he can not spena enough time on his
primary duty of flying but must spend it on additional duties he
thinks can be accomplished by a senior airman. This perception
propblem is one which the present and future senjor leaders of the
Air Force must confront.

In the next chapter these perceptual differences continue to
arise as the authors focus on promotions and tamily
considerations.
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&: Chapter Five
.
N QTHER FACTORS
§{§ This chapter focuses on results from two additional
'O sub-groupings of the survey -- Promotions and Family
MM Considerations. First, a short perceptual analysis by school is
, presented concerning the overall effectiveness of our current
Ve promotion system. Then a comparison is offered between factors
,:; each schoo! feels is currently important for promotion and what
L they feel should be important in determining promotions. The
gzx rest of the chapter is devoted to examining family considerations
N and the importance this subject represents in the overall
. determination of an offlicers career.
e
T PROMOTIONS
;;?( The survey presented a variety of guestions concerning the
ke overall effectiveness of the present promotlion system and a
- detalled examination of several specifice factors in promotijion
g determination. The survey also asked the participants to rate
R how important they believed it should be in determining
3@ promot ions (Appendlx:A-15,16).
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The preceding graph discloses a large disparity between the
three schools in their perceptions or the etfectiveness ot our
current promction system. (AWC = 79 percent: ACSC = 45 percent:
508 = 45 percent) See Fiagure 20.

However. all *three schools seem to agree Protesssiional
M,'itary Education (PME>. aavanced degrees. and performance ot
acaiticnal Jduties are major factors in determining promotions.
The authors selected two other factors which they feel shoula
play a ma or role in the determination of promotions and then
2r3iyzed now all three schools view these two factors. The
aad:t.ona factors are: demonstration of leadership and
minagement. ana performance of primary duties. These five
tactors are scrutinized and selected asice from the obvious
tactors suwch as (QEPR ratings. level of indorsements. QER
narrative, anda staff headguarters experience.

The fo!.owing paragraphs display a breakdown of these five
factors and how each school percejves their importance in the
promet . on system. A breakdown is then disclosed as to the

. srtarce each schoo. feels these five factors should be in
promet.on qQetermination.
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Protessionai Military Education - Over 90 percent of the ctficers
in al: three schoois believe PME ranges from important

to extreme!ly important. (AWC = 91 percent: ACSC = 92 percent:
508 = 96 percent) See Figure 21.
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Figure 22. Advanced Academic Dearees

Advanced Acagemic Deqgrees - The lowest percentage is 82 percent
from ACSC while over 85 percent of the officers from AWC and SUS
feel these degrees play a maior role in promotion determination.
See Figure 22.
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Y
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A
i Adajtional Dutjes - This factor is also perceived by all three
N schoo!s as very important in promotion opportunities. However.
DA as areat an emphasis is not as evident from AWC officers. (AWC =
" . 2 percent: ACSC = 82 percent: S0OS = 81 percent) See Figure 23.
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;ﬁ Demonstration of [eagership Management - Extremely surpr:sina anc
~g" admittealy vecy troubiing to the authors are the resuits ¢t thig
( factor. Althouah rated somewhat hliagher by the AWC otticers. AUSC
jﬁ anca S ac rot teel as contidgent when considering this as an

N important promotion tactor. From discussions with SCS ottirers
-jx surveyea., many feel! their leadership ability takes a back seat to
;y: other tactors such as: "face time in the squadron'. "whether or
A not the current squadrcn leadership likea you personally". "it

t you ana your wife are actively involved in officer club

iy functions", etc.” (AWC = 86 percent: ACSC = 68 percent: SUS = 68
v:. percent) See Figure Z4.
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NN

:{: Pertormance of Primary Dutjes - Disturblingly, this factor was

ol indicated by all three schools to be one of the least important
® factors in promotion determination. Percentage-wise, this factcr
Ay ranked ninth out of 1|3 factors in Importance only sSurpassing OEP
o narrative, aeronautical rating. decorations., and source of

- commission. (AWC = 83 percent: ACSC = 75 percent; S0S = 59

e percent) See Figure 25.

‘1 When aiven the opportunity to rate each factor with respect
‘SR to how important they feel each should be in promotion

L determination, an entirely different perspective is evicent.
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deQDs_LQLJQﬂ_Qi_LﬁidﬁiﬁhlﬁéHﬁﬂﬁgﬁmQDL Aimost every officer in

. rree cchools rated this as a major factor in promotion
(“ wererm.onation. See Figure 26.
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O Pertormance ot Primary Duties - Like the previous factor. this

R also rites eviremely hian. A much different perspective :s
apparent it compared to this same tactor previously mentioned in

- tnis chapter. (AWC = 100 percent: ACSC = 98 percent: S05 = @7

percent) See Flaures 25 and 27.
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Figure 2B. Protfessional Military Education

Professionaj Military Education - Although still considered
important. this factor certainly does not carry the same
importance on this scale when compared to the previous two

tactors. (AWC = 64 percent: ACSC = 58 percent: S0S = 69 percent)
See Fiaures 26, 27, and 28.
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Fiaure 29. Advance Academic Degrees

Advanced Academjc Degrees - A little over one-third of the

officers surveyed feit this should play an important to extremeiy

impeortant role in promotion determination. This is a significant
departure trom the perception given about this factor earlijer in
this chapter. (AWC = 38 percent: ACSC = 32 percent: S0S = 41
percent)> See Figures 22 and 29.
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AT Aga.t.cna: Jut.es Overalil. oniy one-third of the otticers

> s.rveyed fe. .t th1s was tmpcecrtant. Yet. & large percentiie
( a.spar:ry eri1sts cetween AWC and bpoth ACSC and S0S. Almost halt
o ot rhe Aw( otr.cers stil! tee] aaditional duties shou:d pe a
e geterm.n.nag tactor tor promotion. (AWC = 45 percent: ACSBC = 4
T percent: 1S = 3U percent) See Figure 30.
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s PRESENT PERCEPTIONS "SHOULD BE® PERCEPTIONS

S

it !. Level of Indorsement Demonstration of L‘ship/Manag
>

h\'.

N 2. PME Performance of Primary Duties
S 3. 0OER ratinas OER ratings

. -

s ,

e 4. Staff Hg experience OER narrative

L0

T -

ol 5. Advanced Academic Deg Level of Indorsement
i

!l. 6. Additional Duties PME

j{j 7. Demonstration of Ldrship/Manag Staff/Hq experience
‘.ji 8. Sponsorship Aeronautical rating
( § 9. Performance of Primary Duties Advanced Academic Deg
SN
‘:f: 10. OER narrat.ve Additional Duties
) --:--
OO 11, Aeronautical rating Decorations
O
_) 12 UDecorations Sponsorship

- i3. Source of Commission Source of Commission
-
L) .‘-.
N Figure 31. Factors Determining Promotions

o
e
SNy . . .
AN Listed apove |s a composite rank order of how important the
f;ﬁ three schcois bejjeve each factor is in determining promotions
4\f and then how important they feel each factor should be in

®. determinina promotions. See figure 31.
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AWC = 10% (5% not important and 5% somewhat important)
ACSC = 13% (3% not jmportant and !0% somewhat important)
SCU = 6% (2% not important ana 4% somewhat important)

1%

Fiaure 32. .mportance ot OEKR Patinas for Promotion

A aisturbing point is apparent throughout this entire chapter
AN3IYS.S. =lthouah extremely low. a surprisina percentage feel
CEPRP ratinas are either pnot at_all important or 1ust somewhat
important to an officers promotion determination. See Fiaure 32.

In the authors opinions. althouagh this equates to extremely
emzil numbers with this survey aroup. if this type of perception
exists throughout the Air Force. a root cause for retention
vroclems and dissatisfaction of officers might be identifiable.

Y CONSIDERATICNS

The family consideration portion of the survey focuses on
spouse ana family satisfaction with miiitary life. Additionatlly.
career decisions made from family considerations and the
encouragement an officer receives from the family is also
ecaminea {(Appendix:A-16 - A-18),
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Figure 34.

Ail three schools
families are at
whole. However. a

Figure 33 ( AWC =

percent) and Figure 34 (AWC

= 40 percent) respectively.

least partially

ACSC =
32 percent:

55 percent:
ACsC

Dissatisfaction With Military Life

indicate more than half of the spouses and
satisfied with military
large percentage also
least partially dissatisfied with present military
67 percent:

life as a

indicates they are at

life. See

S0S = 55
= 42 percent:

S0S
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Not surprisingly., all AWC and ACSC officers are married or

‘?t have been at one time in their careers. Seventy-nine percent ot
T those ofticers in SOS are presently or have also teen married at
"' SOome poeint in o tneir career. The resuits portray a sonewhat

- surpricing rercentaae ot pouses Who 40 not have payinda 1ops.
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¢ the Spo.Ses Nav.na payina jobs, an extremely smali percentaae
make 39 rucrk as or more money than their military spouse. GSee
Fiqure -5 (AWC = 66 percent: ACSC = 67 percent:; SOS = 58 percent)
ana Figure 36 (AWC = 3 percent: ACSC = 7 percent; S0S = 8
percent) respectively.

MEG FACTORS/NOVING AUC

52 DISRUPY LIFE
47 €coHonic
1: OTHER

!
il

1“”@{

Fiqure 37. Negative Factors/Moving - AWC
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[A] 41 DISRUPT LIFE
'8] 51.. €ECOHONIC
C, 8> OTHER

Figure 38. Negative Factors/Moving - ACSC
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Figure 39. Negative Factors/Moving - S0S

This survey did not attempt to isolate or pursue the reasons
for spouse and family dissatisfaction with military 1ife.
However, over half of the spouses and families of AWC and ACSC
students did indicate they disliiked moving every 3 to 4 vyears.
wWhen asked what the most negative aspects of PCS moves are
(Appendix:A-18), the three schools responded as depicted in
Figures 37, 38. and 39.

One other important factor that materialized when analyzing
the schools’ responses was the number of officers that make
career decisions based solely upon family considerations such as
a3 spouse s career, schoo! systems., etc.

Percentage of responses gjven:
Very QOften Often Somet imes Total %
AWC 3.4% 5.2% 15.5% 24%
ACSC 3.1% 16.5% 26.8% 46%
S0s 6.3% 22.9% 29.2% 58%
Figure 40. Career Decisions Based on Family Considerations




A very small percentage ot AWC officers indicatea tnev make
career decisions based on family considerations. However.
proportionatelyvy these percentages greatly increase when the
results of ACSC and S0S ofticers are examined. See Fiqure 40.
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Figure 41. Making the Air Force a Career

Additionally. when asked |f their spouse or immediate family
wanted them to continue wlith an Air Force career, AWC and ACSC
offlcers disclosed positive results. However, a frighteningly
low percentage of spouses and immediate famlly members of S0S
offlicers encourage thelr spouses to make the Air Force a career.

Furthermore, 26 percent of the same group sample from SO0S
encourage their spouses pot to make the Air Force a career. See
Figure 41.

SUMMARY

A close inspection of this chapter reveals a definite
perception problem between the AWC and both the ACSC and S0S
officers, with the difference more evident in the latter school.
Overall, ACSC and SO0S officers reveal a serious lack of
confidence in the Air Force 8 current promotion system.

While all three schools feel advanced academic dearees,
aadditional duties, and professional military education are ma.or
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tactors in agetermining an cofticer’'s promotion success, a much
difterent perspective (s evident when they are asked to determine
tne importance leadership and primary duties currently play iIn
promotion determinations. Although AWC officers feel both
factors are important, ACSC ana SOS officers unveil a completely
acifferent point of view. This attitudge is more evident when the
responses of all three schoois are used to rank order the
th;rteen factors presented in the survey for determining
cromotions. The perceptions which exist as to what they bejieve
.S important compared to what they feei should be important also
aemonstrates two entirely d:fferent convictions. The authors are
3.30 surprised by the results which inaicate some AWC and ACSC
ctticers tee! QOER ratings are simply not important or just
somewhat important in the determination of promotions.

Fami iy considerations aisc reveal! some divergent viewpoints.
ACZC ana S0S responses did not demonstrate overwhelming family
szvisfaction with military life. In the authors opinion. a
hiagher than expected percentage of spouses are found to have
paying tops. This could be the result cof spouses pursuing
separate careers or the need for an additional income for the
tamily.

PCS moves are found to have a devastating effect on family
hardsnips with disruption of life and economic tactors most
prevalent. Futhermore, many ACSC and S0S officers indicate they
make career decisions based upon family considerations. Finally.
encouragement by the family and/cor spouse for the officer to
continue an Air Force career was founa to be less than the
authors expected.
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FINDINGS

The ofticer retention survey conducted by AFMPC cleariy
identified why pilots are separating from the Air Force. The
results of the survey were briefed to the highest levels of the
Air Force. Workshops have peen held to identify sclutions to the
retention problem and Air Force leaders are currently studying
the options avaiiable to solve the problem. Most of the options
are relatea to pay: yet the survey results point out that
although pay is important., other factors are also important

(212>,

This paper has identified the maior perceptual differences
that are occurring between the future senior leaders of the Air
Force and the 5-11 year group pilots who are separating. These
perceptual adifferences are most significant in the following
areas: leadership and supervision at and above the unit level.
pav ana allowances, promotion system, additional duties, overall
l b satisfaction. and the retirement program.

CONCLUSIONS

Leadersnip and Supervision

Both S0S and ACSC pilots are dissatisfied with the leadership

and supervision at and above the unit level. In fact. this trait
Is ranked as the number one dissatisfier by both groups.
Conversely. the AWC pilots. many of whom will be the future

leaders of tne Air Force. do not consider leadership as one of
the leading dissatisfiers. Although not perceptually
sianificant. an important statistic reveals almost one-third of
each schoo! feels unit commanders place a areater emphasis on
their own careers than they do on their unit’s mission
accompl i shment.

Pay and Allowances

Current and future Air Force senior leaders (AWC pilcts)
cieariy think pay and allowances are a major reason why pilots
are sevarating (2:12>. The AFMPC survey results confirm that pay
and 3liowances are important, but not the most important factor.
This factor ranks third among separating S0S pilots behind
leadership and supervi:cion at the unit level and little
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say in future assignments. However, ACSC and AWC pilots perceive
. pay and allowances as being the most important factor causing

( early separations. The authors believe increasing pay and
ailowances are the quickest and easiest ways to partially
alleviate the retention problem. but also the most expensive.
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Promotion System

Perceptual differences in the promotion system are very
significant. AWC pilots view the promotion system as a
beneficial system and a motivator to remaining on active duty.
S0S students view the promotion system as a detractor. and
attribute it as a factor to separating from the Air Force early.
Obviously, because of the quality of AWC pilots. the promotijion
system has worked to their advantage, but the S0S plilot has vyet
to make his first below-the-zone promotion. His view of the
promotion system, like AWC pilots, is biased.
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Additional Duties

x
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The amount of non-flying additional duties is a major
irritant to the S0S and ACSC pilots. Two-thirds of the AWC
piliots spend over 50 percent of their time in the performance of
additional duties, yet they don‘t consider it a major factor in a
pilot's decision to separate from the Air Force. Non-fiying
additional duties, combined with the excessive lenath of the
average duty day. are major dissatisfiers with ACSC and SO0S.
These combined factors lead to average duty days in excess of 10
hours for ail three schools. Another area of concern is the
perceived importance of additional duties on promotion
opportunities. Three-quarters of all pilot responses indicated
the performance of these additional duties are necessary for
promotion. Conversely. the performance of primary duties ranks
very low with ACSC and S0S pilots when considering promotion
opportunities.
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- Overal: Job Satisfaction
e
. Almost one-quarter of the S0OS pilots are dissatisfied with
® their Jobs. This rate is gseven times areater than the viewpoint
- ot the AWC pilot. A culmination of all previous factors led to
:;- this high percentage. This perceptual difference is important.
- especially to the future leaders of the Air Force.
~
& \_T
) Petirement Program
N
b ", As expected, AWC pilots feel the retirement system is very
:i: important in their decision to remain in the Air Force. However,
fi. SUS pilots rank it very low. Retirement benefits do not mean as
N much to a pilot who is only half way to retirement as they do to
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